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STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for the Od Mnot Landfill site, in
M not, North Dakota, chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as anended by SARA and, to the extent
practicable, the National Contingency Plan. This decision is based on the adm nistrative record
file for this site.

The State of North Dakota concurs with the sel ected renedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by

i npl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, nay present an inmminent and substantia
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

The sel ected renmedy addresses the potential risks identified at the site by treating | eachate

and nanagi ng the di scharge of |eachate and landfill gases. This action incorporates renoval
treatnment and contai nnent technol ogi es. The maj or conponents of the renedy include:

. Institutional controls to prohibit construction on the landfill, or the use of water
beneath the landfill or in the imediate vicinity of the landfill for drinking water
pur poses.

. Leachate extraction and treatnent in the Gty of Mnot wastewater treatnent
facility.

. Consol idation of contaminated soil in the vicinity of |eachate seeps under the cap
and cap inprovenents to linmt precipitation infiltration and control stornmwater
runof f.

. G ound-water nmonitoring to allow detection of future releases of contam nants to the

ground water.

. Landfill gas collection using an active collection systemand a tall stack for
di spersion venting. EPA nay nodify the systemdesign to accommodate site
conditions, following installation of the |eachate collection system

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, substantively conplies
with Federal and State requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to

the remedial action, and is cost effective. A waiver fromthe State standard for landfill cap
pernmeability is justified under the requirenents of Section 121(d)(4) of CERCLA since the
conbi nation of landfill capping and | eachate extraction will attain an equival ent standard of

performance through the use of another nethod or approach. This remedy utilizes pernanent
solutions and alternative treatnent (or resource recovery) technol ogies to the naxi num extent
practicable for this site. There are no principal threats at the site. However, this renedy
satisfies the statutory preference for treatnment as a principal element of the renedy through
treatment of the | eachate. The size of the landfill and the fact that there are no on-site hot
spots that represent the major sources of contam nation preclude a renedy in which contani nants
coul d be excavated and treated effectively.



Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renai ning on-site above heal t h-based
levels, a reviewwi |l be conducted within five years after commencenent of renmedial action to
ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health and the

envi ronnent .
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OLD M NOT LANDFI LL
RECCRD OF DEC SI ON

I.  SITE NAME AND LOCATI ON

The dd Mnot Landfill Superfund site is a closed waste disposal facility located in Section 27,
Townshi p 155 North, Range 85 West, approxinately one mle sout hwest of downtown Mnot, in Ward
County, North Dakota. The site is situated approximately 2,000 feet south of the Souris R ver
and is located to the east of the intersection of the Burdi ck Expressway and the conbi ned U S.
H ghways 2 and 52 Bypass. Although the site was originally thought to cover 45 acres, including
two burial cells (A and B), the fill area that received nunicipal and industrial waste actually
covers approximately 17 acres. Land use in the vicinity of the site is light industrial and
residential, with areas southwest of the site used for agriculture. Figure 1 shows the site
location relative to the state of North Dakota, and Figure 2 shows the |ocation of the landfill
with respect to the Gty of Mnot. A nap of the site, including burial cells Aand B, is
presented in Figure 3.

I'l. SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES
1. History of Qperation

The dd Mnot Landfill (Cell A) operated from 1961 to approxi nately COctober 1971. The facility
was sited under the direction of the Mnot Gty Council within a natural coul ee southwest of
Mnot, North Dakota. The landfill was operated by Alen Long, Superintendent of Sanitation for
the Gty of Mnot, during the approxi mate 10-year site life, and accepted nunicipal and
industrial waste fromthe surrounding area. An estimated 75 tons/day of waste were placed in
the landfill during its operation.

Al t hough the property has had several owners since 1961, the past owners were not involved in
the facility's operation. Jenner, Inc., purchased nuch of the property in 1975 for devel opnent.
Since then the land has been returned to the fornmer owner, Marjorie Kernmtt. One of the parcels
is currently owned by Farstad G l, Inc.

The exact conposition of wastes disposed at the landfill is not known. Discussions wth past
landfill operators indicated refuse was received fromthe Gty of Mnot, other neighboring
towns, farms, industries, and nmlitary sites.

The site may have al so received arseni c-contam nated soil and residues. It is also likely that
common solvents used in a variety of local industrial applications would have been di sposed of
inthe landfill. Records and interviews with past enployees indicate that wastes were not
segregated during the filling operation. Al waste was disposed of as it arrived. The refuse
was covered daily with clay-rich soil; therefore, it is probable that nunerous cells of refuse
exi st.

The landfill was closed in the fall of 1971. Since the waste was placed at the base of a

coul ee, the ridges nmaking up the valley walls were used as a final cover. The refuse was
covered with about three feet of clayey material fromthe valley walls and seeded. Subsequent
recreational activities and traffic on the covered area increased erosion across the site.

An area (Cell B) northwest of Cell Awas landfilled in the late 1960s with constructi on debris.
The Gty of Mnot has indicated that the disposal activities in Cell B were unrelated to the
Cty's nunicipal solid waste landfill operations.

2. Hstory of Response Actions

In md-1985, the First District Health Unit (FDHU) of Ward County received a conplaint of gas
bubbl es escaping fromthe surface of the site. Upon inspection of the site, the Chief Sanitarian
of the FDHU contacted the North Dakota State Departrment of Health (NDSDH), Environnental Health
Section, about his observations of foul odors, gas bubbles in standing water, and water drai nage
fromwaste. The NDSDH Division of Hazardous Waste Managenent and Special Studies responded to
the request fromthe FDHU with a site inspection to confirmearlier observations.



The NDSDH arranged a neeting at the site in late summer with the Gty of Mnot and the

| andowners. The NDSDH requested the | andowner (represented by Odel |l -Wentz & Associates) to
control surface water drainage, to repair eroded channels, and to install a gas venting system
The NDSDH contacted the Region VII1 U S. Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA) office to discuss
the investigative approach for the site. EPA proposed to conduct an initial study of the site
utilizing an EPA contractor under the provisions of the Conprehensive Environnmental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).

A prelimnary assessnent/site inspection (PA/SI) was conducted at the Ad Mnot Landfill in
early June 1986. Four borings were conpleted and four nonitoring wells were installed at the
landfill by Water Supply, Inc., under the direction of the Ecol ogy & Environnent Field
Investigation Team (E&E FIT), an EPA contractor. One well was | ocated upgradient of the
landfill to provide background water quality data, and two wells were | ocated downgradient. One
bori ng was advanced through refuse to characterize the waste. Soil sanples, ground-water

sanpl es, and sedi nent and surface water sanples were collected for analysis. Air sanples were
also collected for analysis in the summer of 1986

In Septenber 1986, the NDSDH conducted a site inspection to see if the corrective neasures
requested in 1985 had been inplemented. The site inspection noted that sone erosional channels
and depressions had been filled across the site and a road (18th Street Southwest) had been
constructed across the southern edge of the fill. However, nore | andscaping and a gas
ventilation systemwere once again requested of the |landowner. As a result, Deucalion Research
Inc., proposed to the NDSDH to construct a gas recovery systemat the site and utilize the gas
as an energy source.

The results of the sanpling by EQE FI T becane available in | ate Septenber 1986. Soil boring and
sedi nent sanpl es detected several organic chemcals. Metals were al so detected at concentrations
slightly above background sanple concentrations. Of-site sediment sanples taken near the
Souris River and city water intake detected a nunber of aronatic hydrocarbons as well as
fluoranthene and pyrene. Sanples of water in an on-site ditch near a | eachate seep contai ned
organics and netals. Analysis of ground-water sanples collected on-site detected severa
organics and netals. Air nonitoring detected traces of organics at variable concentrations
dependent upon wind velocity and direction

The EPA devel oped a prelimnary hazard ranking system (HRS) score for the site in late 1986
The final ranking was conpleted in Septenber 1987 and indicated that the Ad Mnot Landfil
shoul d be proposed for placenment on the National Priority List (NPL) for cleanup. This
information was rel eased in June 1988

The dd Mnot Landfill was placed on the NPL in March 1989. During June and July 1989, the Gty
of Mnot conducted interviews with the past operators of the landfill to hel p determ ne waste
types and PRPs. The EPA Region VIl Emergency Response Branch requested the U S. Bureau of

Recl amation (USBR) to prepare a background report of existing conditions. Recomendations were
nmade by the USBR to control surface erosion, to investigate ground-water conditions nore
thoroughly, and to determ ne the cause of |eakage around gas recovery test wells installed
earlier by Deucalion. As aresult, the Gty of Mnot fenced burial site A constructed drai nage
controls, and conpleted cap repairs.

In the latter part of 1989, the Gty of Mnot proposed to take the lead in the programand

retai ned SEC Donohue as a consultant for services at the Ad Mnot Landfill Superfund site.
Identification and notifications of other PRPs by the EPA continued. The Gty of Mnot received
a draft Consent Order and Wirk Plan for the renoval action (fence installation, surface runoff

di version, and erosion control devices). A fence was installed to confine access to site A as
per negotiations with the EPA. The EPA contacted over 100 PRPs for information. As a result,
the Gty of Mnot conducted a neeting in January 1990 to i nformthose peopl e and/or busi nesses
about the Superfund process.

In March 1990, SEC Donohue split sanples with the EPA during a confirmati on sanpling of three of
four wells sanpled in 1986 by E&E. The contami nant levels in the refuse well were sinmlar to
those detected by EQE in the FIT report of June 1986.

In April 1990, Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) prepared a summary report
on available data at the dd Mnot Landfill Superfund site in response to a request by the EPA



Results of the review concluded that the rel ease of hazardous constituents to either ground
water or surface water at the dd Mnot Landfill Superfund site did not pose an i medi ate
threat. Recommendati ons were nmade to further define the ground-water system and waste
boundaries, and that nonitoring of ground water, surface water, and air should continue

The Gty of Mnot, as well as other identified PRPs, received a Statenent of Wrk (SON and
draft Adm nistrative Order on Consent (Consent Order) in June 1990 that was prepared by the EPA
for inplenenting a Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS). During negotiations on the
draft Consent Order, the Gty of Mnot indicated that it was unwilling to rei nburse EPA for
oversi ght costs and would not agree to be subject to conditions under which it could be assessed
stipul ated penalties. Consequently, a Unilateral Admi nistrative Oder (UAO and Statenent of
Work was issued by EPA on Septenber 28, 1990. The City of Mnot, which was identified as a PRP
in the UAQ agreed to conply with the order (letter dated October 10, 1990) and retai ned SEC
Donohue to prepare the RI/FS Wrk Plan. The R was conpleted and the Rl report was submitted in
February 1992. The FS was finalized and submtted to EPA in Novenber 1992. It should be noted
that Rl and FS efforts were limted to Cell A (see Figure 3) and did not include Cell B. This
deci sion was nmade based on avail abl e anal yti cal data which suggested that there was no
substantial evidence |inking environmental contam nation of surface water, ground water, or
sedinent with Cell B. Unlike the investigations performed within the Cell A area, drilling
operations in the Cell B area encountered no donmestic or industrial wastes. According to the
records, construction debris was the only material encountered throughout the Cell B drilling
efforts. EPA will continue to evaluate additional information, as it becones avail able, and

may initiate further investigations of Cell B if warranted.

111, HGHLI GATS OF COMWUNI TY PARTI C PATI ON

A public neeting was held, concerning the landfill, by the Gty of Mnot in January of 1990. An
EPA comuni ty invol vement coordi nator conducted interviews of Mnot citizens during the week of
Sept enber 25, 1990. A Community Relations Plan for the Ad Mnot Landfill site was finalized in
Novenber 1991. This docunent |lists contacts and interested parties throughout governnent and
the local comunity. It also establishes comunication pathways to ensure tinely di ssem nation
of pertinent information. As a result of community interviews conducted in 1990, it was

determ ned that there was a general concern that EPA was spending the comunity's noney on
unnecessary activities. 1In response to this concern, EPA chose to limt future Comunity

Rel ati ons Program actions to the m ni num perm ssi bl e under CERCLA and EPA policy.

The Baseline Ri sk Assessnent was released in April 1992, and the RI was conpl eted and rel eased
to the public in May 1992. An infornmati on update concerning human health risks associated with
the site that were detailed in the risk assessnent report was provided in the Mnot Daily News
on July 17, 1992. The FS was finalized in early Decenber 1992, and a Proposed Plan for the
landfill was nailed to interested parties in |ate Decenber 1992. Al of these docunents were
nade available in both the adm nistrative record and the information repository naintained at
the Mnot Public Library.

A public comment period was held from January 4, 1993 to February 2, 1993, and a public neeting
was held at 7:00 p.m on January 19, 1993 at the Mnot Cty Hall to present the results of the
RI/FS and the preferred alternative. During the public neeting a proposed alternative devel oped
by the Gty of Mnot was also presented by a Mnot Gty Council nenber. Substantia

nodi fications of the original proposal were addressed in subsequent letters fromthe Gty of

M not. The plan was fornally adopted by the Mnot Cty Council as Resolution #1306, and severa
letters of support for the proposal were received fromarea businesses and organizations. EPA
al so recei ved several requests fromthe comunity for a 30-day extension to the public coment
period and extended the deadline to March 4, 1993. Comments which were received by EPA prior to
the end of the public comrent period, including those expressed verbally at the public neeting
are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary which is attached, as Appendix B, to this Record of
Deci si on.

I'V. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

This ROD addresses the potential threats to humans and the environment resulting fromfuture

m gration of |eachate and gas emssions fromthe Ad Mnot Landfill Superfund site. Specific
el ements that the response action will address in elimnating or mtigating the potentia
threats include: (1) the landfill must have a cap that is adequate to prevent direct contact by



receptors with the waste or |eachate; (2) the |eachate levels in the landfill nust be nanaged to
prevent | eachate seeps through the cap and to reduce the potential for |eachate migration from
the landfill in the ground water; (3) the landfill gas must be controlled to reduce pressures in
the landfill that can danage the landfill cap and can increase the potential for |eachate
mgration; (4) institutional controls nmust be inplenmented to prohibit any human activity on the
landfill that woul d expose receptors to refuse or |eachate, or that woul d damage the contai nnent
system and (5) ground water in the vicinity of the landfill nust be sanpled and anal yzed at
regular intervals to denonstrate that the selected renedy is effective

V. SITE CHARACTERI STI CS

The dd Mnot Landfill is located in a deep ravine which has snall, ancillary rills and gullies
entering a larger coulee. An estinmated 390,000 cubic yards (195,000 tons) of waste were buried
within the landfill (SEC Donohue, 1992). Soils at the landfill site are conposed primarily of

i npervious clayey and silty clay materials that contain nunerous di scontinuous sand and
siltysand | enses of varying thickness. Gound water at the dd Mnot Landfill is present at
shal  ow depths within the glacial till deposits. The saturated till is not used as a source of
potable water due to very lowyields and its poor natural water quality. However, the ground
water within the till may provide limted recharge to other aquifer systens. It is estinated
that 18.6 mllion gallons of |eachate are present within the saturated landfill wastes

Avai |l abl e data on the contam nants present in the environnental nedia in and around the dd

M not Landfill include the analysis of ground-water, surface-water, soil, sedinment, and air

sanpl es collected during the PASI and R sanpling progranms. |In general, contam nants were
detected in | eachate in the landfill, in landfill gas, in soil |ocated near a | eachate seep, in
surface water and sedinent at the site, and in ground water |ocated i medi ately adjacent to the
landfill. Both the physical and chem cal data indicate that significant ground-water

contami nation has not mgrated fromthe site. However, uncontrolled rel eases of contam nants at
low | evel s does occur fromleachate seeps and | andfill gas releases. The follow ng genera

concl usions were drawn fromthe previous studies:

. The refuse is covered by a soil cap that is a mninumof 3 feet thick

. Leachat e seeps exist and have adversely inpacted soils at the seeps. These |l echate
seeps may becone nore pronounced if no action is taken. However, to date, natura
surface water bodi es have not been inpacted by the landfill contam nation

. Site physical conditions have |imted ground-water contam nati on and subsurface gas

mgration to the immediate vicinity of the landfill.

. Gas enmissions fromthe landfill release volatile organic conmpounds to the
at nospher e.

Specific contam nants detected in individual nedia and the distribution of contam nants at the
Add Mnot Landfill Superfund site are briefly discussed bel ow

1. Gound Water

I nvestigations of ground-water contam nant mgration concluded that contam nant rel ease to
ground water beyond the landfill perimeter, and its potential effect on receptors |ocated
downgradi ent, was mnimal. Gound-water and | eachate sanpling indicated that significant
concentrations of contami nants were only present in areas in direct contact with the saturated
wast e.

Contami nants detected in ground water and | eachate include: trans 1, 2-dichloroethene and viny
chloride at concentrations up to 1400 and 49 micrograns per liter (ug/l), respectively; benzene
t ol uene, ethyl benzene, and xyl ene (BTEX) rangi ng i n nmaxi mnum concentration from23 to 180 ug/|
phthal ates; and el evated concentrations of netals such as barium chrom um cobalt, copper

ni ckel, and zinc. Trichloroethene (TCE) and tetrachl oroethane (PCA) were al so detected in about
30% of the ground-water sanples.

Aroclor 1254 was detected at a concentration of 2.6 ug/l in a conposited sanple obtained from
the leachate wells within the landfill. However, since no PCBs or pesticides were detected in



any of the ground-water sanples collected fromnonitoring wells, it appears that Aroclor 1254 is
not mgrating fromthe saturated refuse

2. Surface Water

Contami nants were al so detected in surface water (localized ponding) at the landfill. Phenolic
conmpounds constitute the largest class of contam nants identified in surface water. Wth a
nmaxi mum concentration of alnost 7,600 ug/l, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthal ate was detected the nost
often, followed by benzoic acid at an average concentration of 8,500 ug/l. Qher phenolics
identified in surface-water sanples include: 4-nethylphenol, di-nbutylphthalate

di et hyl pht hal ate, di-n-octyl phthal ate, and benzyl al cohol. Mre than half of the sanples tested
positive for phthalate esters

Acetone was the principal solvent detected in surface-water sanples, and exhi bited a naxi num
concentration of 2,700 ug/l. Solvents such as: 2-butanone (270 ug/l), 2-hexanone (10 ug/l), and
4- net hyl - 2- pent anone, (56 ug/l) were also detected in one surface-water sanple. In general

BTEX conpounds were not prevalent in surface-water sanples, but toluene was detected in nearly
one-hal f the sanples at a naxi mum concentration of 128 ug/l.

Toxic metal s such as arsenic, chromum |ead, and nickel were detected in a few surface-water
sanpl es at concentrations el evated above background levels. Qher netals detected in surface
water include |low | evels of nercury, cobalt, silver, barium copper, vanadium and zinc

3. Soi

Three soil boring sanples and four surficial soil sanples were anal yzed for the presence of
organic and inorganic contamnants at the dd Mnot Landfill. The highest concentration of
contam nants was detected in a sanple collected near a | eachate seep

Acetone was detected in two sanples, and the hi ghest concentration (1200 m crograns per kil ogram
(ug/kg) was froma subsurface soil sanple collected at the landfill. Phthalate esters were
detected in nearly one-half of the soil sanples and include: bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthal ate

but yl benzyl pht hal ate, di-n-butyl phthal ate, and di et hyl pht hal ate at naxi num concentrati ons
rangi ng from 240 to 550 ug/kg. Qher phenolics detected in soil sanples were phenol and benzoic
aci d.

Soil cores were al so anal yzed for inorganic contam nants and were found to contain such toxic
metal s as arsenic, chromum |ead, and nickel. The concentrations of these netals were at levels
slightly above background. Gther netals that were identified are: barium cobalt, copper
vanadi um and zinc.

4, Sedi nment

Sedi nent sanples were collected fromsix locations in and around the landfill site. As with
surface-water and soil data, contam nant concentrations decrease significantly with distance
fromthe site, and phenolic conpounds were identified consistently in a nmgjority of the sedi nment
sanpl es. Phthal ate esters detected i n sedinent included: bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthal ate,

di - nbut yl pht hal ate, and di et hyl pht hal ate at nmaxi mrum concentrati ons ranging from 85 to 590 ug/kg
Phenol (nmaxi mum concentrati on of 540 ug/kg) was detected in 50 percent of the sanples

Pol ycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) were al so detected in several on-site and downstream
sedi nent sanples. Carcinogenic PAHs identified in sedinent include: benzo[a]pyrene,

i ndeno[ 1, 2, 3-cd] pyrene, benz[a] ant hracene, bicyclic naphthal ene, and tricyclic phenanthrene at
maxi mum concentrations ranging from 100 to 330 ug/kg. Toxic nmetals such as chrom um and | ead
were detected in all of the sanples analyzed, but the highest concentrati ons were observed in
the soil core sanple used for background values (8,700 and 17,000 ug/ kg, respectively). Oher
netal s detected include: barium copper, nickel, vanadium and zinc. In general, inorganic
contam nant concentrations in on-site and downstream sedi nent sanpl es were generally bel ow or
essentially the same as background concentrations established fromsoil core data



5. Landfill Gases

Anbi ent and on-site air sanmpling at the dd Mnot Landfill indicated the presence of volatile
organic contaminants in landfill gases. During the 1986 air nonitoring study, mnethylene
chloride, 1,1,1-trichl oroethane, benzene, toluene, tetrachl oroethene, and acetone were detected
in air sanples at concentrations above background |levels. The air nonitoring results indicated
that volatile conpounds are being released fromthe landfill at detectable |evels even during
peri ods of strong and gusty w nds. However, these results cannot be considered as average
annual concentrations due to the extrenely short sanpling period

During the Rl field effort, volatile organi c contam nants bel onging to the hal ogenat ed

al i phatics and the benzene and rel ated conmpounds cl asses were detected in landfill gas sanples
Hal ogenat ed al i phatic conpounds such as cis-1, 2-di chl oroethene and vinyl chloride were detected
in all the sanples. Vinyl chloride, a known human carci nogen, was detected at an el evated
concentration of 13,000 parts per billion (ppb) in one landfill gas sanple and

di chl orodi f1 uor onet hane was detected in four out of five gas sanples at a naxi mrum concentration
of 3,400 ppb.

BTEX conpounds were al so detected in nost of the landfill gas sanples. Toluene was detected in
all the sanples at a maxi num concentrati on of 6,600 ppb. Maxi num concentrations of xylene

et hyl benzene, and benzene in landfill gas were 5,800, 2,800, and 440 ppb, respectively. One
sanpl e al so indicated the presence of chlorobenzene at a concentration of 1,600 ppb. Oher
aromati c conpounds detected in landfill gas include 1,3,5-trinethyl benzene and

1,2, 4-trinethyl benzene

VI. SUWARY OF SITE RI SKS

CERCLA nandat es that EPA protect hunman health and the environnent fromcurrent and potentia
future exposures to hazardous substances at the dd Mnot Landfill. Therefore, a Baseline R sk
Assessment (EPA, 1992) was prepared for the site to evaluate potential human health risks
associated with the site in the absence of any renedial action. The results of the risk
assessnent were used to nake decisions about remedial action alternatives. Specific objectives
included: docunent the nagnitude and primary causes of risk at the site, provide a basis for
conparing potential health inpacts associated with renedial alternatives, and provide
consistency in evaluating public health threats at Superfund sites.

1. Contam nants and Media of Concern

The sel ection of chemcals of concern (COCs) for the dd Mnot Landfill Superfund site was based
on several factors such as regulatory criteria and standards for contam nant chemcals

intrinsic carcinogenic, reproductive, and devel opnental hazards of identified chemcals; and the
environnental nobility, persistence, and preval ence of contam nants in the sanpled nedia

The COCs identified at the Ad Mnot Landfill nmay be classified on the basis of their structura
characteristics as: solvents; benzene and benzene-rel at ed conpounds; hal ogenated aliphatics;
phenol and phenol -rel at ed conpounds; polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs); and inorganic
conpounds. Table 1 identifies the specific conpounds included for the various types of CCCs.
Contami nated nedia that were quantitatively evaluated in the risk assessnent are: ground water
(including | eachate), surface water, soil, sedinment, and | andfill gases.

2. Exposure Assessnent

Resi dential, comercial, recreational, and agricultural areas are currently located in the

vicinity of the landfill, and nearly a quarter (8,000) of Mnot's population lies within a
one-mle radius of the site. Since the latter part of 1989, burial cell A of the landfill has
been enclosed with a chainlink fence and, consequently, public access to the site is presently
restricted. Future land use for the areas adjacent to the landfill is expected to be comrercia

and light industrial (SAIC, 1990). Potentially exposed receptors who were evaluated in the
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent are: (1) adult residents and occupational workers who live or work at
or inthe vicinity of the site, and (2) active children between the ages of 3 to 12 years who
live or play in the vicinity of the site



Reasonabl e maxi mum exposure (RVE) and nost |ikely exposure (M.E) scenarios for various

envi ronnental nedi a have been estinmated for the residential and worki ng popul ations of adults
and residential population of children under both current and potential future |and-use
conditions. RME exposure assunptions were based on the 90th percentil e upper-bound confi dence
limt of the arithmetic nean concentration, and MLE exposure assunpti ons were derived fromthe
50th percentil e nedi an-bound confidence limts. The RVE is the highest exposure that could
reasonably be expected to occur at a site. ME risk estimtes were cal cul ated from nean
concentrations of contam nants, and in instances where only a single data point was avail abl e,
the risk estimate cal cul ated was used to assess both RVE and MLE exposure scenari 0s.

Car ci nogeni ¢ and noncarci nogeni ¢ risk estinmates were calculated for the follow ng RVE and MLE
scenari os:

. Exposure to ground water used as a potable water source and incidental dernal
exposure to ground water while showering

. Inci dental ingestion of surface water and dernal exposure to surface water while
swiming or wading in onsite ponds.

. Inci dental ingestion and dernal contact with contam nated soil

. Exposure by incidental dernmal contact with sedinent while swinmmng or wading in
onsi te ponds.

. Exposure to chemical vapors in landfill gases, soil, and surface water
3. Toxicity Assessnent

Toxi col ogi cal effects fromchemical contam nants are diverse and conplex. In order to estinate
the potential adverse health effects due to exposure to hazardous chenicals, the EPA has

provi ded guidelines for quantitative estimation of carcinogenic and noncarci nogenic risks for
virtually all hazardous chem cals detected at the landfill.

Cancer potency factors (CPFs) have been devel oped by EPA's Carci nogeni ¢ Assessnment G oup for
estinmating excess lifetine cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic
chemcals. CPFs, which are expressed in units of (ng/kg-day)[-1], are multiplied by the
estinmated i ntake of a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to provide an upper-bound estimate of
the excess lifetinme cancer risk associated with exposure at that intake | evel. The term "upper
bound" reflects a conservative estimate of the risks calculated fromthe CPF. Use of this
approach makes underestinmation of the actual cancer risk highly unlikely. Cancer potency
factors are derived fromthe results of hunman epi dem ol ogi cal studies or chronic ani nal

bi oassays to which ani mal -to-human extrapol ati on and uncertainty factors have been appli ed.
Oral and inhal ati on exposure route CPFs for chemcals of concern are presented in Table 2

Ref erence doses (RfDs) have been devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse
health effects fromexposure to chemi cals exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects. R Ds, which are
expressed in units of ng/kg-day, are estimates of lifetime (assuned to be 70 years) daily
exposure levels for humans, including sensitive individuals. Estimted intakes of chemcals
fromenvironnental nedia can be conpared to the RFD. RfDs are derived from hunan

epi demi ol ogi cal studies or aninal studies to which uncertainty factors have been applied (e.g.
to account for the use of aninmal data to predict effects on hunmans). These uncertainty factors
hel p ensure that the RfDs will not underestimate the potential for adverse noncarci nogenic
effects to occur. Oal and inhal ation exposure route RiDs for chem cals of concern are
presented in Table 2.

4, Risk Characterization

This section integrates results fromthe exposure and toxicity assessnents in order to
quantitatively estimate the potential risks associated with exposure scenarios that have been

devel oped for the Ad Mnot Landfill. Since no conplete exposure pathways were identified for
current site use conditions, current risk is estimated to be insignificant. However, |and-use
changes in the future and/or contaminant mgration fromthe landfill to offsite areas would

create the potential for currently inconplete pathways to becone conplete with associated
exposure and risk. Therefore, the results of the risk assessnent for both adults and children



are based on potential future exposure scenari os.

Basel i ne (no action) exposure and risk calculations were perforned for all the exposure
scenarios. Quantitative methods were used to derive hunman health risks that could result from
chronic exposure to chenmicals of concern. Uncertainties with risk estimates could arise from
limtations of the site characterization studies and analytical data base. |In addition, there
are inherent uncertainties in devel opi ng the exposure assunptions associated with the

hypot hetical future |and-use scenario, and uncertainty is also associated with the extrapol ation
nmet hod for estinmating cancer risk. Although there are uncertainties in the final quantitative

ri sk estimates, conservative assunptions were used to ensure a sufficient degree of hunan health
protection.

Potential health risks to hunans are expressed in two ways: noncarci nogeni c and carci nogeni c
Noncar ci nogeni ¢ risks are calcul ated by assuming that there is a dose bel ow which no adverse
health effects will occur. Potential concern for non-carcinogenic effects of a single nediumis
expressed as the hazard quotient (HQ. This value is used to generate the hazard index (H)

by adding the Hg for all contaminants within a nmediumor across all nedia to which a given
popul ati on nmay reasonably be exposed. The H provides a useful reference point for gauging the
potential significance of nultiple contam nant exposures within a single nediumor across nedia
A hazard index of 1.0 or greater suggests that sone caution shoul d be exercised, but does not
nmean that adverse effects will result from exposure.

For carcinogens it is assuned that there is no safe dose, but that the risk of cancer decreases
as the dose decreases. Excess lifetime cancer risks represent the probability, over and above
t he background | evel, that an individual has of contracting cancer resulting fromexposure to
carci nogens over a lifetine under specific exposure conditions. 1In determning the need for
remedi al action at Superfund sites, EPA guidance states that the total excess lifetime cancer
risks for all contam nants nmust fall within or bel ow the range of one chance in ten thousand
(1.0E-04) to one chance in one mllion (1.0E-06).

In order to express estimated noncarci nogeni ¢ hazards and excess lifetinme cancer occurrences for
the site, the risks for all the pathways under study were conbi ned and are presented by nedi um
in Tables 3 and 4.

Tabl e 3 provides a surmary of the conbined total hazard indices for noncarcinogenic effects
associated with the sel ected nedi a and exposure pathways. The conbi ned total hazard for ground
wat er including the drinking and dernmal exposure pathways is above EPA' s ri sk-based
noncar ci nogeni ¢ action level of 1.0. 1In the case of landfill gases, however, only the RVE
conbi ned total hazard index for adults is above the EPA criterion for remedial action

Tabl e 4 sumari zes the excess lifetime cancer risks calculated for various nedia and exposure
pat hways. The cancer risk estimates that exceed EPA's guidelines for renedial action are
hi ghlighted in bold print.

The greatest potential cancer risk for adults will be fromdirect inhalation of landfill gases
Under this scenario, the probability for an adult to devel op cancer above the national average
is about 1 in 100. For a child, the excess cancer risk fromlandfill gases would be 1 in 5,000
The hypot hetical risks associated with this scenario indicate that neasures shoul d be considered
for mnimzing construction on the landfill that woul d expose people to high concentrations of
landfill gas.

Exposure to contam nated ground water presents the second nost serious potential excess cancer
risk to adults and the nost serious excess cancer risk to children. The probability that either
an adult or child will devel op cancer in excess of background occurrences is about 1 in 300.

The hypothetical risk associated with this scenario indicates that neasures shoul d be considered
for mnimzing the potential for ground-water (leachate) flow fromthe site.

Exposure to contam nated soils is observed to present a relatively |ower potential cancer risk
for both adults and children. The excess cancer risk for an adult is 1 in 38,000, while the
excess cancer risk for a child is about 1 in 77, 000.

Direct skin contact with contam nated sedi nent fromleachate seeps and onsite ponds al so
presents a relatively | ow potential excess cancer risk for adults as well as children. The



probability that an adult will devel op cancer above background occurrences i s approxi nately
1in 70,000, while the probability that a child will devel op cancer in excess of background
levels is less than about 1 in 400, 000

Exposure to contami nated surface water presents the | owest potential cancer risk of the
scenari os evaluated. The excess cancer risk for an adult is over 1 in 250,000, and the excess
cancer risk for a child is only about 1 in 1,400, 000.

Based in part on the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent, EPA has determ ned that actual or threatened
rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Ad Mnot Landfill, if not addressed by inplenenting
the response action selected in this ROD, nay present an imminent and substantial endangernent
to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

VI1. DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES
1. Aternative 1 - No Action

The Superfund programrequires that the "no-action" alternative be considered at every site.
Under this alternative, EPA would take no further action to control the source of contam nation
and the cost would be zero dollars. The No-Action alternative woul d have no i npact on current
ri sk because the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent concluded that currently there are no conplete
exposure pathways and, therefore, current risk is insignificant. However, potential future

| and- use scenarios, such as construction on the landfill site, exist that coul d expose
individual s to unacceptable risk. Furthernmore, the No Action alternative woul d not neet
Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) because | eachate seeps are not
accept abl e under current North Dakota | andfill design requirenment regul ations, and ground water
within the landfill (Ieachate) exceeds drinking water Maxi mum Contam nant Levels (MCLs) for
several volatile organic conpounds (VCCs).

2. Aternative 2 - Capping, Consolidation of Contam nated Soil Under the Cap, Leachate
Extraction and Treatnent, Passive Landfill Gas Collection, and Institutional Controls

Alternative 2 incorporates renoval, treatnent, and contai nnent technol ogi es and coul d cost
bet ween $1, 185, 900 and $2, 152,300 to construct. Primary conmponents of Alternative 2 include:

. Institutional controls to prohibit construction on the landfill, or the use of water
beneath the landfill and in the imediate vicinity of the landfill for drinking
wat er pur poses.

. Leachate extraction to elimnate contam nated groundwater mgration fromthe
landfill area.
. Leachate treatnment in the Gty of Mnot wastewater treatnent facility to levels

protective of hunman health and the environnent.

. Consol idation of contaminated soil in the vicinity of |eachate seeps under the cap
and cap inprovenents to linmt precipitation infiltration and control stornmwater
runof f.

. G ound-water nmonitoring to allow detection of future rel eases of contam nants to the
ground water outside the landfill area. Wells and gas probes within the limts of

waste will be properly abandoned

. Landfill gas collection, using a passive trench vent system to mnimze the
potential for adverse inpacts to the cap due to gas buil dup

. Landfill gas collection, using a passive trench vent system to nanage the gas in a
nmanner protective of human health and the environnent.

The passive gas collection systemwoul d be constructed after |eachate |evels are | owered by the
| eachate collection system It is expected that |eachate |levels would be |owered sufficiently
within 18 nonths of start up of the | eachate extraction system |[If the |eachate extraction
system does not sufficiently reduce | eachate |levels, additional wells woul d be added.



Em ssion rates fromthe passive trench vent systemwoul d be estimated for sul fur oxides,
particulate matter, carbon nonoxi de, nitrogen dioxi de, |ead, hydrogen sulfide, and any other
pol l utant expected. These rates would be included in an Air Pollution Em ssion Notice (APEN) to
be filed with the state prior to the start of construction. Additionally, the APEN woul d
include a nodel ed i npact anal ysis of source em ssions, a Best Avail able Control Technol ogy
(BACT) review, and any other requirenents necessary to conformto the State Air Quality

I mpl erentation Plan (SIP). The predicted em ssions would be conpared to the national prinmary
and secondary anbient air quality standards cited in 40 CFR 50 and 61, and the final system
woul d be designed to prevent em ssions from exceedi ng these standards. Monitoring the |andfil
gas emi ssions would be perfornmed concurrently with ground-water nonitoring to ensure that the
predicted em ssion rates for pollutants are not exceeded. Monitoring for odor would al so be
perforned to satisfy regulatory requirenents

3. Aternative 3 - Capping, Consolidation of Contam nated Soil Under the Cap, Leachate
Extraction and Treatnent, Active Landfill Gas Collection Wth Tall Stack Venting, and
Institutional Controls

Alternative 3 also incorporates renoval, treatnment, and contai nnment technol ogi es and coul d cost
bet ween $1, 084, 400 and $2, 050,800 to construct. The principal difference is the nmethod of

collecting and venting landfill gases. Prinmary conponents of alternative 3 include:

. Institutional controls to prohibit construction on the landfill, or the use of water
beneath the landfill or in the imediate vicinity of the landfill for drinking water
pur poses.

. Leachate extraction to elimnate contam nated groundwater mgration fromthe
landfill area.

. Leachate treatnment in the Gty of Mnot wastewater treatnent facility to levels

protective of hunman health and the environnent.

. Consol idation of contaminated soil in the vicinity of |eachate seeps under the cap
and cap inprovenents to linmt precipitation infiltration and control stornmwater
runof f.

. G ound-water nonitoring to allow detection of future rel eases of contam nants to the
ground water. Wells and gas probes within the limts of waste woul d be properly
abandoned.

. Landfill gas collection, using an active collection systemand a tall stack for

di spersion venting, to mnimze the potential for adverse inpacts to the cap due to
gas buildup. The systemcan be upgraded to include gas flaring technol ogy, if
required in the future

. Landfill gas collection, using an active collection systemand a tall stack for
di spersion venting, to mnimze human exposure and to nanage the gas in a manner
protective of human health and the environnent.

An active landfill gas collection system consisting of |eachate/gas collection wells and an
active gas collection trench along the southeast limts of waste would be install ed.

The | eachate/gas collection wells woul d become functional for landfill gas extraction after the
| eachate | evel has been |owered to a depth of approxinately five feet below the cap. The period
of tine needed to inplenent this renedy is expected to range fromone to two years, and it is
anticipated that remedi al action objectives would be achieved in two to three years.

The landfill gas would be extracted with a bl ower and vented and di spersed by neans of an

el evated stack. Emission rates fromthe active gas collection systemand tall stack would be
estimated for sul fur oxides, particulate matter, carbon nonoxi de, nitrogen dioxide, |ead
hydrogen sul fide, and any other pollutant expected. These rates would be included in an APEN to
be filed with the state prior to the start of construction. Additionally, the APEN woul d i ncl ude
a nodel ed i npact anal ysis of source em ssions, a BACT review, and any other requirenents
necessary to conformto the SIP. The predicted em ssions would be conpared to the nationa



primary and secondary anbient air quality standards cited in 40 CFR 50 and 61, and the fina
system woul d be designed to prevent em ssions fromexceeding these standards. Additionally, the
system woul d be designed to avoid concealing emssions fromthe landfill and to provide
odor-free operation. Monitoring the landfill gas em ssions would be performed concurrently with
ground-water nmonitoring to ensure that the predicted enmission rates for pollutants are not
exceeded. Monitoring for odor would al so be perfornmed to satisfy regulatory requirenents.

VITT. SUWARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

As di scussed above, site renediation alternatives have been devel oped that include conbinations
of renoval, treatnent, and containnent for the Ad Mnot Landfill Superfund site. In this
section, these alternatives are eval uated and conpared to each other using the foll ow ng nine
evaluation criteria to identify the alternative providing the best bal ance anbng the criteria

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Conpl i ance wi th ARARs

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Performance

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol ume Through Treat nent
Short - Term Ef f ecti veness

I npl enentability

Cost

St at e Acceptance

Communi ty Accept ance

©CoNoGarWDRE

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent:

This criterion is categorized as a threshold criterion (i.e., alternatives nust pass this
criterion to renmain in the evaluation). This criterion assesses the protection afforded by each
alternative considering the |ong-termeffectiveness and pernanence, short-term effectiveness,
and conpliance with ARARs. Protection of human health is assessed by eval uating how site risks
fromeach exposure route are elimnated, reduced, or controlled through the specific
alternative. This evaluation will take into account short-termor cross-nedia i npacts that
result frominplenentation of the alternative renedial activity.

Alternatives 2 and 3 are protective and are nearly equal in the level of protectiveness. Both
alternatives will limt exposure to contam nated ground water through: institutional controls
to prohibit use of water beneath the landfill or in the imediate vicinity of the landfill for
drinki ng water purposes; |eachate extraction to elimnate contani nated groundwater mgration
fromthe landfill area; treatnent of |eachate to water quality levels protective of human health
and the environnent; ground-water nonitoring to allow for detection of future rel eases of

contami nants to the ground water. Each of the alternatives will also limt exposure to

contam nated soils by requiring that the soils be consolidated under the cap

Alternatives 2 and 3 will each enploy a landfill gas collection systemto mnimze uncontrolled
exposures to hunmans. Alternative 3 is nore protective because the tall stack vent will disperse
landfill gas contam nants, further limting exposure to the gas. |In contrast, Aternative 2
allows the landfill gas to discharge to the atnobsphere without designed dispersion. Alternative
3 woul d al so reduce the potential for landfill odors to nearby residents.

Alternative 1, No Action, does not satisfy the requirement for overall protection of hunan
health and the environnment. Under the No Action alternative, |eachate seeps woul d continue and

hi gh |l eachate heads in the landfill m ght encourage mgration of contam nants fromthe | andfil
in the future. Furthernore, the absence of land use controls may result in future devel opnent
of the landfill, as well as the installation of groundwater supply wells that mght intercept
| eachat e.

2. Conpliance with ARARs:

This criterion is also a threshold criterion in that all alternatives nust achi eve conpliance
with ARARs to be considered as site renedies or, if conpliance is not achieved, a justifiable
ARAR wai ver nmust be obtained. Section 121(d) of the Superfund Arendnents and Reauthorization
Act (SARA) nandates that for all renedial actions conducted under CERCLA, cleanup activities
nmust be conducted in a manner that conplies with ARARs. The National Q1| and Hazardous



Subst ances Pol | uti on Contingency Plan (NCP) and SARA have defined both applicable requirenents
and rel evant and appropriate requirenments as foll ows:

. Applicable requirenents are those federal and state requirenents that woul d be
legally applicable, either directly or as incorporated by a federally authorized
state program

. Rel evant and appropriate requirenents are those federal and state requirenents that,
while not legally "applicable," are designed to apply to problens sufficiently
simlar to those encountered at CERCLA sites that their application is appropriate.
Requirenents nay be rel evant and appropriate if they woul d ot herw se be
"applicable," except for jurisdictional restrictions associated with the
requirenent.

. Qher requirenents to be considered are federal and state non-regul atory
requi renents, such as gui dance docunents or criteria. Advisories or guidance
docunents do not have the status of potential ARARs. However, where there are no
specific ARARs for a chem cal or situation, or where such ARARs are not sufficient
to be protective, guidance or advisories should be identified and used to ensure
that a remedy is protective.

Federal and state ARARs which nust be considered include those that are: chem cal -specific,

| ocation-specific, and action-specific. Chem cal-specific ARARs govern the extent of site
cleanup in terns of actual cleanup | evels. Maximum contam nant |evels (MILs) which nust be net
or maintai ned are chem cal -specific ARARs. Location-specific ARARs govern natural site features
such as wetl ands, floodplains, and man-made features such as existing landfill and di sposal
areas. Action-specific ARARs are technol ogy or activity-based requirenents that set
restrictions on particular kinds of action at CERCLA sites.

Conpl i ance with these requirenents was eval uated for each alternative. For alternatives which
do not conmply with the requirenents, justification for a waiver under CERCLA is discussed.

Alternatives 2 and 3 will achieve conpliance with Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) MCL
requirenents. Leachate extraction will limt contam nant mgration and ensure that SDWA MCLs
will not be exceeded for ground water in the imediate vicinity of the landfill. Treatnent of
|l eachate in the Gty of Mnot wastewater treatnment facility, with no pre-treatnment, wll neet
SDWA MCLs and National Pollution D scharge Elimnation System (NPDES) requirenents.

In the event that additional gas nanagenent becones necessary to protect hunman health and the
environnent, Alternative 3 could be nodified to incorporate gas flaring or other technol ogies.

Alternatives 2 and 3 neet the substantive requirenents of the State's Solid Waste Regul ati on,
with the exception of cap perneability. day soils near the site can only be reconpacted to a
pernmeability slightly greater than the State standard of 1.0E-07 cnisec. However, the

conbi nation of landfill capping and | eachate extracti on neet the requirenents of Section
121(d) (4) of CERCLA for a waiver froman ARAR since an equival ent standard of perfornmance wll
be attained through use of another nethod or approach.

Alternative 1 will not satisfy SDWA MCLs for ground water within the landfill. This alternative
will also not satisfy SDWA MCLs for ground water outside the landfill perinmeter, if there is
future contam nant mgration.

The next five criteria are designated as balancing criteria. These criteria are used to neasure
the positive and negative aspects of performance, inplenentability, and cost for each
alternative.

3. Long-Term Effecti veness and Per manence:
The focus of this evaluation is to deternmine the effectiveness of each alternative with respect

to the risk posed by treatnment of residuals and/or untreated wastes after the cleanup criteria
have been achi eved. Several conponents were addressed in naki ng the determ nations, including:



. Magni tude of residual risk fromthe alternative

. Li kelihood that the alternative will neet process efficiencies and perfornmance
speci fications

. Adequacy and reliability of |ong-term nmanagenent controls providing continued
protection fromresiduals.

. Associ ated risks in the event the technol ogy or permanent facilities nust be
repl aced.

Alternatives 2 and 3 provide nearly equal |ong-termeffectiveness and pernmanence. Alternative
3, which includes dispersion of landfill gas by discharge of collected gas through a tall stack
is nmore effective because of the dispersion of the contamnants in the landfill gas.

The adequacy and reliability of controls for the operation of the renedy are equal in
Alternatives 2 and 3. Alternative 3 is nore conplicated because additional naintenance woul d be
required to assure perfornmance of the active gas collection system bl ower.

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 require and include ground-water nonitoring for evaluation of the
long-term effectiveness of the renedy.

Alternative 1, No Action, provides no long-termprotection or effectiveness and could result in
el evation of risk levels beyond the acceptable risk range identified in the NCP

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol ume Through Treatnent:

This criterion evaluates the ability of the alternatives to significantly achi eve reduction of
the toxicity, nobility, or volune of the contam nants or wastes at the site, through treatnent.
The criterion is a principal statutory requirenent of CERCLA. This analysis evaluates the
quantity of contam nants treated and destroyed, the degree of expected reduction in toxicity,
nmobility, or volune neasured as a percentage or reduction, the degree to which the treatnent
will be irreversible, the type and quantity of residuals produced, and the manner in which the
potential threat will be addressed through treatnent. The risk posed by residuals will be
considered in determ ning the adequacy of reduced toxicity and nobility achi eved by each
alternative.

Alternatives 2 and 3 both reduce the volume of |eachate and therefore provide control over
nmobility of |eachate constituents in | eachate seepsand in the ground-water system Both
Alternatives 2 and 3 involve treatnent of leachate in the Gty of Mnot wastewater treatnent
facility. This treatnent is irreversible and both Alternatives 2 and 3 are affected to the sane
extent. Wastes at the site would not be treated under either of these alternatives but would be
isolated frompotential receptors through containnment, thereby reducing the nobility of the
waste. Alternative 3 could also provide additional treatnent, if necessary, of landfill gas

di scharges by neans of a gas flaring system which is not possible with Alternative 2

The No Action alternative provides no reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volune.
5. Short-Term Ef f ecti veness:

The short-termeffectiveness of each alternative was assessed based on the risk associated with
the inplementation of the renmedial action to the comunity, workers, and environnent and the
tine required to achi eve the response objectives. Measures to mtigate rel eases and provide
protection are a key issue in this determnation

Alternatives 2 and 3 both invol ve excavation for installation of |eachate extraction wells and a
gas extraction system Wrkers could be easily protected for both alternatives through

inpl enentation of appropriate health and safety and contingency planning. Alternative 2 could
require Level B health and safety standards for construction of the deep passive vents while
Alternative 3 is likely only to require Level C for construction of the extraction wells. Risks
to the community during inplenmentation of the alternatives are expected to be minimal since the
site is fenced and access will be controlled.



For both Alternatives 2 and 3, the tine required until the Renedial Action Cbjectives are net is
the same. It is anticipated that two to three years would be required to draw the | eachate head
levels down to the levels established in the Remedial Action (bjectives. The other Renedi a
Action bjectives would be nmet imediately following conpletion of the installation of the cap
and gas extraction system Alternative 1, No Action, is not effective in the short-term

6. Inplenentability:

This criterion analyzes technical feasibility, admnistrative feasibility, and the availability
of services and naterials. Technical feasibility assesses the difficulty of construction or
operation of a particular alternative and unknowns associ ated with process technol ogies. The
reliability of the technol ogi es based on the |ikelihood of technical problens that would lead to
project delays is critical in this determnation. The ability to nonitor the effectiveness of
the alternative is al so considered.

Adm nistrative feasibility assesses the ease or difficulty of obtaining permts or rights-of-way
for construction. Availability of services and naterials evaluates the need for off-site
treatnent, storage, or disposal services, and the availability of such services. Necessary

equi pnent, specialists, and additional resources were also evaluated in determning the ease by
whi ch these needs could be fulfilled.

Alternatives 2 and 3 have nearly equal inplenentability factors. Both use proven existing
technol ogies and the permts and regulatory requirenents associated with i nplenmentation of the
technol ogies are identical. A so, it has been deternmined that for either alternative, the Gty
of Mnot wastewater treatnent facility has the capacity to accept |eachate fromthe landfill.
In addition, there are sufficient quantities of locally available clay soil for the specified
cap repair requirenments discussed in either Alternative 2 or Alternative 3.

There may be sonme difficulties with inplenenting institutional controls because the Cty of

M not does not own the entire site. Although the Cty has had no difficulty in obtaining access
to conduct field investigations and to inplenent the renoval action, property rights issues may
nake | ong-term enforcenent of deed restrictions and other institutional controls nmore difficult.
Alternative 3 would be nore difficult to inplenent because of the additional nechanica

conpl exity of operating a bl ower.

7. Cost:

Alternatives are evaluated for cost in terns of capital costs, annual or operation and

nmai nt enance costs (O&V), and present worth cost. Capital costs include the sumof the direct
capital costs (materials, equiprment, |abor, |and purchases) and indirect capital costs
(engineering, licenses, or permts). Annual costs include the cost for |abor, operation and

mai nt enance, naterials, energy, equipnent replacenent, disposal, and sanpling to operate the
treatnent facilities. Present worth costs include capital costs and O&%M costs cal cul ated over a
50-year period

The present worth analysis is used to eval uate expenditures that would occur over an assuned
50-year operation period by discounting all future costs to a common base year. This allows the
cost of renedial action alternatives to be conpared on the basis of a single figure representing
the anount of noney that, if invested in the base year and di sbursed as needed, woul d be
sufficient to cover all costs associated with the renedial alternatives over its planned life

Assunpti ons were made for each of the proposed renedy conponents to allow each alternative to be
anal yzed and conpared. These assunptions, such as the anmount of additional clay material which
wi Il be necessary to effect an adequate cap, were based on engineering judgnent and
characterization studies performed during the RI. The assunptions, and consequently the cost
estimates, will be revised as renedial design activities proceed and a nore detailed design is
devel oped.

The cost anal ysis was bifurcated to acknow edge two possible scenarios. The first scenario is
based on the assunption that the Gty of Mnot woul d i npl enent appropriate portions of the
remedi al action using city-owned fill material, |abor, equipnent, and/or locally contracted
labor. A detailed cost estimate for this scenario may be found in the FS and is represented by
the lower cost estimates. Costs for this scenario are based on unit cost estinates provided by



the Gty.

The second scenari o assunes that the renedial action would be inplenmented by either EPA or a
private party other than the Gty of Mnot. Detailed cost estinmates for this scenario nay al so
be found in the FS. For either this scenario or the Gty of Mnot scenario, the renedy
conponents will be protective of human health and the environment.

Under either scenario, renedial design efforts nay reveal that it is possible to significantly
reduce the original project cost estimates. Reductions in the estimted costs could be the
result of value engi neering conducted during the renedial design. Through the val ue engi neering
process, nodifications could be made to functional specifications of the renedy to optim ze
performance and mini mze costs. These changes would fall within the definition of
"non-significant nodifications," as defined by EPA guidance for preparing superfund decision
docunent s.

For exanple, it may be determined that a reduction in costs could be effected by non-significant
changes to the type, quantity, and/or cost of nmaterials, equipnent, facilities, services, and
supplies used to inplenent the renedy. It should be noted that this type of design variance may
have a noticeable inpact on the estinated cost of the renedy, but will not affect the remedy's
ability to conply with perfornmance standards.

For the scenario in which it is assuned that the Gty of Mnot will finance the cl eanup
activities, capital and present worth costs are currently estinmated to be as foll ows.

A ternative 2:
Capital Costs $1, 185, 900
Present Wrth Costs $1, 555, 100
A ternative 3:
Capital Costs $1, 084, 400
Present Wrth Costs $1, 531, 500

Again, reductions in these estinmated costs may occur as the result of val ue engineering
conducted during the renedial design

The second scenari o assunes that the renedial action would be inplenmented by either EPA or a
private party other than the Gty of Mnot. These estinates are described in greater detail in
the FS
Al ternative 2:

Capital Costs $2, 152, 300

Present Wrth Costs $2, 561, 400
Al ternative 3:

Capital Costs $2, 050, 800

Present Wrth Costs $2, 537, 800
Capital costs for each alternative, under either scenario, are simlar. Alternative 2 is nore
expensive than Alternative 3 because of the costs associated with the construction of the
passi ve gas collection system The difference in the present worth costs is also attributed to
the costs of nmaterial and construction for the passive gas system Wiile construction of the
passi ve gas system (Alternative 2) woul d be nore expensive than the construction of the active

gas collection system (Alternative 3), there are significant operation and mai ntenance costs for
the active landfill gas collection systemin Alternative 3.



8. State Acceptance:

This nodifying criterion evaluates the technical and administrative issues that have been raised
by the State of North Dakota. The State of North Dakota was provided the opportunity to review
and comment on: RI/FS docunents; the renedial investigation and feasibility study reports; and
the draft Proposed Plan. In addition, the State submtted comments on the Proposed Plan during
the public comment period, which began on January 4, 1993 and concl uded on March 4, 1993

In accordance with the requirenents of the NCP, the State of North Dakota was al so provided the
opportunity to review and comment on the Record of Decision. As a result of that review the
State of North Dakota chose to concur with the selected renmedy. Comments fromthe State, as
well as EPA's responses to those comments, are provided in the Responsiveness Sunmary

(Appendi x B).

9. Comunity Acceptance

This nodifying criterion eval uates conmrents and concerns, on the Proposed Plan, received from
menbers of the community. The public comrent period for the Proposed Pl an began on January 4,
1993 and concl uded on March 4, 1993. A public neeting was held on January 19, 1993, in M not,
North Dakota. Al though no witten comments were received fromthe general public, witten
comrents were received fromlocal and state governnental entities, Mnot area business

organi zations, several potentially responsible parties (PRPs), and all nenbers of the North
Dakot a Congressi onal del egation

Al the witten comments that were received by EPA were in support of the Gty of Mnot's
proposal / conmments on the Proposed Plan. In principle, the Cty's proposal was found to be
consistent with the preferred alternative that was proposed by EPA. A sumary of (a) the Gty's
proposal, (b) all other witten comments, and (c) EPA' s responses to those comments, nay be
found in the Responsiveness Summary (Appendi x B). The Responsiveness Summary al so incl udes
EPA' s answers to the questions/comrents that were posed during the public neeting

I X. SELECTED REMEDY

Based on consideration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of alternatives, and
public comments, both EPA and the State of North Dakota have determned that Alternative 3:

cappi ng, consolidation of contam nated soil under the cap, |eachate extraction and treatnent,
active landfill gas collection with tall stack venting, and institutional controls is the nost
appropriate renedy for the dd Mnot Landfill in Mnot, North Dakota

The sel ected renedy i ncorporates renoval, treatnent, and contai nment technologies. Primary
conmponents of the renedy and their inpact on renmedi ation goals are discussed below Estimated
costs for the conponents of the selected renedy are provided in Tables 5 and 6. Table 5 lists
costs that nmay be expected by assunming that the City of Mnot will construct the renedy using
city enployees or locally contracted |abor, and city-owned fill naterial for capping and
grading. Table 6 lists estimated costs for the remedy conponents under the scenario in which a
private party would be performng the cleanup

1. Leachate Extraction and Treatnent in the Gty of Mnot Wastewater Treatnent Plant

Leachate will be extracted fromleachate extraction wells. The |eachate fromeach well will be
punped to a common header pipe which will be discharged to the Gty of Mnot sewer system and
conveyed to the nunicipal wastewater treatment facility for treatnent.

The reduction is | eachate head afforded by the extraction systemw ||l elimnate seeps and reduce
| eachate pressure that might cause future | eachate migration to the ground-water system
Leachate will be punped continuously to maintain a | eachate | evel of approximately 5 feet bel ow
the cap

2. Landfill Gas Collection
An active landfill gas collection systemw Il be installed, and the gas will be drawn off by

nmeans of a bl ower and subsequently vented and di spersed through a tall stack. The |eachate/gas
collection wells will becone functional for landfill gas extraction after the | eachate | evel has



been |owered to a depth of approxinmately five feet below the cap. The period of tine needed to
inplenent this renedy is expected to range fromone to two years, depending on the tinme required
to sufficiently lower the leachate level in the landfill. It is anticipated that site

remedi ation goals will be attained with this remedy within a period of two to three years.

3. Consolidation of Contami nated Soil Under the Cap

Soil inthe vicinity of landfill seeps will be scraped to a depth of approximately 3 feet and
consol idated under the landfill cap. The contamnated soils in the vicinity of the landfill
seeps are generally on the existing landfill cap; therefore, this consolidati on operation can be

acconpl i shed at the same tine that cap nodifications are being constructed.
4. Landfill Capping

The landfill cap will be reconstructed in order to provide nore effective surface water control,
repair cap damage in the area of the landfill seeps, and conply with the substantive
requirenents of federal and state landfill regul ations regarding final cover design. The new
capping systemwill consist of, in part, a perineter diversion bermwhich will prevent runoff
outside the landfill limts fromflowi ng onto the landfill cap, as required by federal and state
ARARs. The bermwill also stabilize the limts of the waste. The new cappi ng systemwi ||
incorporate a surface water runoff sedinentation basin to collect sedinents fromthe |andfill
cap and perineter ditches.

The cap itself will be constructed by scarifying and reconpacting the existing cover soils when
exi sting grades are close to proposed grades and when existing naterials neet design cap
requirenents. In all other cases, additional material will be brought in to raise existing
grades, neet design requirenments, or both. Erosion control matting will be placed where
necessary to establish and naintain a vegetative cover. A vegetative cover will be established
over all disturbed areas including the site berm sedinentation basin, and | andfill cover

5. Institutional Controls

The sel ected remedy includes institutional controls to prohibit future | and use devel opnents at

the landfill that woul d cause unacceptabl e exposure to landfill contents or gas. The
institutional controls include prohibition on | and use that woul d damage the cap and prohibition
agai nst the installation of ground-water supply wells through the landfill or in the inmediate
vicinity of the landfill. The institutional controls will be effective indefinitely.

I mpl ementation of institutional controls will require agreenments with | andowners of the landfill
site as well as those adjacent to the site.

6. Monitoring

G ound-water nonitoring will continue during and followi ng inplenentation of the renedial action
in order to docunent that the source control remedy is adequate over the long-termto naintain

ground water outside of the landfill at acceptable quality levels. The nonitoring wells
installed during the Renedial Investigation will be used in the |ong-term ground-water
nonitoring program Mnitoring wells installed in the landfill itself, along with previously

installed gas wells, will be abandoned during inplenentation of the selected renedy.

The nonitoring programwill begin with four quarterly sanpling events the first year and
continue with annual sanpling and anal ysis of the groundwater sanples fromthe nonitoring wells.
Sanpl ing and analysis will be done for VOCs and inorgani c and organi ¢ chem cals that have

nmaxi mum cont am nant levels (MCLs) cited in 40 CFR 141.11 and 12, and 40 CFR 141.60 and 61;

nmaxi mum cont am nant | evel goals (MCLGs) cited in 40 CFR 141.50; or secondary naxi mum contam nant
levels (SMCLs) cited in 40 CFR 143.03. The four quarterly sanpling events will determ ne the
basel i ne ground-water quality. After that, annual nonitoring is recomrended since the
ground-water flowrate in the geologic materials in the vicinity of the landfill is [ow Annual
nonitoring will be adequate to identify any changes in ground-water quality in the i mediate
vicinity of the landfill.

Routine nonitoring will also be required for the | eachate that is discharged to the M not
wastewater treatment facility. Mnitoring requirements will include the analysis of nonthly
grab sanpl es for chem cal oxygen demand (COD), bhiochemical oxygen denand (BODO, total suspended



solids, and pH, as well as the analysis of quarterly grab sanples for VOCs, netals, and
chem cal s that have MCLs, MCLGs, or secondary naxi mum contam nant |levels (SMCLs). One toxicity
screening test will also be perforned prior to initial discharge

The required range of analytical paraneters for the ground water and | eachate nonitoring
prograns may be revi ewed on an annual basis and nmay be nodified, as appropriate and only after
approval from EPA. These nodifications will be based upon trends that will be established from
the accunul ated results of the previous sanpling events.

Renedi ati on Goal s and Perfornmance Standards

Remedi ation goals for protecting human health and the environnment are based on risk-rel ated
consi derations such as cl eaning-up nedia to reduce intake of contam nants or isolating the
contami nated nedia to elimnate the exposure pathway and to conply with all applicable or

rel evant and appropriate requirements. Existing site conditions, evaluated within the context
of current |land use and access restrictions, do not present an unacceptable risk. However
future changes in land use or site activities could expose humans to greater than acceptabl e
risk. The primary purpose of this response action is to control or mtigate unacceptable
potential future risks posed by the direct inhalation of landfill gases and contact with or

i ngestion of ground water contam nated by | eachate.

Performance standards are those standards which the renedy shall achieve in order to satisfy the
remedi ation goals. Additional performance standards infornmation may be found under Section
VIIl, Item2 of this docunent and in Appendi x A. Masurenent protocols for determning
conpliance with the renediation goals and perfornmance standards will be devel oped during the
remedi al design



Renedi ati on Goal s Per f or mance St andards

(1) Prevent direct contact with (1) Mnimumthree-foot clay cap over
the landfill contents including the landfill, consistent with substantive
solid waste, |eachate, and gas. requirenents of North Dakota Solid

Wast e Managenent Act and pertinent
federal Solid Waste Land D sposal
requirenents [40 CFR Parts 241 and 257]
and Surface Water Control requirenents
[40 CFR Part 264].

(2) manage |l eachate: to limt future (2) Water quality standards in

| eachage migration out of the landfill accordance with SDWA [40 CFR Parts 141
to ensure a lowrisk to potenti al and 143] and NPDES [40 CFR Partsi125,
ground water receptors; and to 136, and 403] requirenments. G oundwater
nmai ntai n groundwat er quality outside adj acent to the landfill shall not

the landfill within drinking-water contain contam nants at |evels that

st andar ds. cause the ground water to exceed the

1.0E-04 to 1.0E-06 risk range for

carci nogens, or the hazard index to
exceed 1 for noncarci nogens for
potential receptors |ocated adjacent to

the landfill.
(3) treat or isolate soils in the (3) Contamnated soils shall be renoved
imrediate vicinity of |eachate seeps to a depth of approxinately three feet
to prevent contact or ingestion that and consol i dated under the landfill cap,
woul d result in unacceptable consi stent with substantive requirenents

car ci nogeni ¢ or noncarcinogenic risks. of North Dakota Solid Waste Managenent
Act and pertinent federal Solid Waste
Land D sposal requirenents [40 CFR Parts
241 and 257].

(4) control |eachate seeps to prevent (4) Landfill cap shall be reconstructed
t he novenent of contami nants by in accordance with substantive

surface flowto off-site soil and requirenents of North Dakota Solid Waste
surface water. Managenent Act and pertinent federal

Solid Waste Land Disposal requirenents
[40 CFR Parts 241 and 257] and Surface
Water Control requirenents [40 CFR Part 264].

(5) manage landfill gas to ensure a (5) Air quality standards in accordance

lowrisk to air receptors. with pertinent requirenments of 40 CFR
Part 6, Subpart C Parts 50, 52, 61, and
241, the North Dakota Solid Waste
Managenment Act, and the North Dakota Air
Pol I ution Control Regulations. Air, at
or near the landfill surface, shall not
contain contam nants at |evels that
cause the air to exceed the 1.0E-04 to
1.0E-06 risk range for carcinogens, or
the hazard index to exceed 1 for
noncar ci nogens for potential receptors
| ocated adjacent to the landfill.

(6) manage landfill gas to reduce gas (6) Pertinent requirements of the North
pressure within the landfill in order Dakota Solid Waste Managenent Act and
to protect the cap. federal Solid Waste Land D sposal

requirenents [40 CFR Parts 241 and 257].



(7) manage landfill gas to reduce
pressure head buil dup of |eachate on
the landfill base to ninimze | eachate
mgration to ground water.

(8) namnage | eachate to prevent
exceedances of water quality standards
in natural surface waters due to
stormmater runoff fromthe site or

di scharge froma treatnment facility.

(7) Pertinent requirements of the North
Dakota Solid Waste Managenent Act and
federal Solid Waste Land D sposal
requirenents [40 CFR Parts 241 and 257].

(8) Water quality standards in
accordance with SDWA [40 CFR Parts 141
and 143] and NPDES [40 CFR Parts 125,
136, and 403] requirenents, Standards of
Water Quality for the State of North
Dakota, and North Dakota Pol | ut ant

Di scharge Eli mi nation Systemregul ations.



X, STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

Under its legal authorities, EPA's prinmary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake
renmedi al actions that achieve adequate protection of hunan health and the environnent. In
addi tion, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory requirenents and
preferences. These specify that when conplete, the selected renedial action for a site nust
comply with applicable or rel evant and appropriate environnmental standards established under
Federal and State environmental |laws unless a statutory waiver is justified. The selected
remedy nust al so be cost effective and utilize pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent
t echnol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mumextent practicable. Finally, the
statute includes a preference for renedies that enploy treatnents that pernmanently and
significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or nobility of hazardous wastes as their principa
el ement. The follow ng discussion addresses how the sel ected renedy neets these statutory
requi renents.

1. Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The sel ected renedy will protect both human health and the environnment. The |eachate extraction
and treatnment systemw || nminimze the potential for any future off-site migration of landfill

| eachate into the groundwater system The landfill gas collection systemw Il reduce |andfill
gas pressure which should reduce stress on the cap and the pressures within the landfill that
m ght encourage future outflow of |eachate into the ground-water system Cap inprovenents will
elimnate the possible exposure of receptors to |l eachate and landfill waste. [Institutional

controls will prohibit future | and uses that coul d danage the in-place renedial action.
Finally, ground-water nonitoring will assure that there is early warning of any future failure
of the renedy.

2. Conpliance with ARARs

The sel ected remedy of capping, consolidation of contami nated soil under the cap, |eachate
extraction and treatnent, active landfill gas collection with tall stack venting, and
institutional controls will substantively conply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate
chem cal - and action-specific requirements (ARARs). No location-specific ARARs are identified
for the site. Federal and state statutes and regul ations pertinent to the selected renedy are
presented bel ow.

Federal :

. Cean Air Act (CAA

. Clean Water Act (CWY)

. Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWY)

. Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA; Non Hazardous Waste Subtitles)

. Conpr ehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA)
St at e:

. North Dakota Solid Waste Managenment Act

. North Dakota Pol | utant Discharge Elimnation System (NPDES) Regul ations

. Standards of Water Quality for the State of North Dakota

. North Dakota Air Pollution Control Regul ations

Specific federal ARARs pertinent to the selected renedy are presented in the renedy conpliance
analysis in Table A-1 of Appendix A Specific state ARARs, wi th which the selected renedy nmay
be required to conply, are evaluated in Table A-2 of Appendix A



The sel ected renmedy has provisions for landfill gas dispersion follow ng venting fromthe

landfill. The conponent of the renedy that addresses discharge of landfill gas could be
affected by future changes in the dean Air Act regulations or state regul ations affecting
landfill gas emi ssions. Wthout treatnment, the landfill gas emissions will result in a rel ease

of less than 1 pound per day of total VOCs to the atnosphere. This emssion rate is |ess than
anticipated future control requirenents.

The landfill naterials are not classified as a hazardous waste; therefore, only the provisions
of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act that relate to non-hazardous nunicipal waste will
apply. The design of the remedy will neet the substantive provisions of these requirenents.

Specific requirenents are incorporated in and controlled by the State Solid Waste Regul ati ons.

The dean Water Act regulations apply to the treatnent of the | eachate in the Gty of M not
wastewater treatnment facility and the subsequent inpact on the Souris River downstream of the
facility's discharge point. Treatnent of |leachate in the Gty of Mnot wastewater treatnent
facility will nmeet all of the provisions of the dean Water Act as discussed in the Gty's NPDES
Permt. Pretreatnent of |eachate, prior to treatnent in the wastewater treatnent plant is not
required now, but may be required in the future if CWA regul ati ons change.

The primary state ARARs controlling the renedy are the State's Solid Waste Regul ations. The
remedy neets the substantive requirenents of these regulations with the exception of cap
pernmeability. day soils in the vicinity of the Qd Mnot Landfill can be reconpacted to a
pernmeability of slightly greater than 1x10[-7] cnisec. The state standard for perneability is
1x10[-7] cnisec. However, engineering analysis of the cap indicates that there will be no
significant increase in average precipitation inflow through the cap, given the mnor deviation
fromthe perneability requirenent. Furthernore, the | eachate extraction systemw |l be in place
and will be able to naintain | eachate |levels regardl ess of mnor variations in cap perneability.
Therefore, the conbination of the landfill cap and | eachate extracti on systemneet the
requirenents of Section 121(d)(4) of CERCLA for a waiver froman ARAR The specific ARAR wai ver
is "An alternative renedial action will attain an equival ent standard of performance through the
use of another nethod or approach.” This waiver will be invoked if EPA determ nes that areas of
the existing cover are sufficiently thick and conpact so as to nmake pl acing six inches of
topsoil and repairing erosion rills sufficient to decrease infiltration to levels which, in
turn, can be controlled by the | eachate extracti on system

3. Cost Effectiveness

The sel ected renmedy has been determned to provide overall effectiveness proportional toits
costs and is therefore considered cost effective. The net present worth val ue ranges from

$1, 531,500 to $2,537,800 and reflects the differences between overall project costs assumng the
Cty of Mnot does the work with city-owned naterials and city enpl oyees or locally contracted
| abor, and project costs for a private party other than the Gty. The estimated costs of the
selected renedy are slightly less than the costs associated with the simlar alternative

devel oped that uses a passive gas venting system yet the selected renedy provides a higher
degree of protectiveness due to dispersion of gases through a tall stack. Al of the
technol ogi es included in the renedy are readily inplenentabl e and have been w dely used and
denmonstrated to be effective. In addition, the selected renmedy can be upgraded to include gas
flaring technology if necessary to provide additional protection to human health and the

envi ronnent .

4., Wilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es (or Resource
Recovery Technol ogi es) to the Maxi num Extent Practicable

EPA and the State of North Dakota have determi ned that the sel ected renedy represents the

nmaxi mum extent to which permanent sol utions and treatnent technol ogies can be utilized in a
cost-effective manner for the Ad Mnot Landfill Superfund site. O the alternatives that are
protective of hunman health and the environnent and conply with ARARs, EPA and the State have
determined that this selected renedy provides the best bal ance of tradeoffs in terns of
long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volune achi eved
through treatnent; short-termeffectiveness; inplenentability; cost; and the statutory
preference for treatnment as a principal elenent.



The sel ected remedy is expected to be pernmanent and effective over the long-termas |ong as
routi ne mai ntenance on the cap, |eachate extraction system and gas systemis perforned. The
remedy is expected to elimnate | eachate surface seeps and to permanently mnimze mgration of
| eachate to the surrounding ground-water system The present outflow of |eachate to the
ground-water systemis believed to be relatively mnor, and the added design features of

| eachat e head-| evel nmintenance and capping will add a safety factor to the current |andfil
contami nant mgration controls

There will be a reduction in volune through treatnent because the | eachate will be extracted
fromthe landfill to reduce the long-termleachate levels, and the | eachate will be treated in
the Gty of Mnot wastewater treatnment facility. There are no special requirenents for the
treatnent process and the treatnent is irreversible.

5. Preference for Treatnent as a Principal El enent

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnent, substantively conplies
with federal and state requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to
the remedial action, and is cost effective. A waiver fromthe North Dakota standard for
landfill cap perneability is justified under the requirenments of Section 121(d)(4) of CERCLA
since the conbination of landfill capping and | eachate extraction will attain an equival ent
standard of performance through the use of another nethod or approach. This renedy utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery) technol ogies to the naxi mum
extent practicable for this site. There are no principal threats at the site. However, this
remedy satisfies the statutory preference for treatment as a principal elenent of the renedy
through treatnent of the | eachate. The size of the landfill and the fact that there are no
on-site hot spots that represent the major sources of contam nation preclude a renedy in which
contami nants coul d be excavated and treated effectively.



APPENDI X A

Table A-1 Pertinent Federal ARARs and Conpliance Anal ysis
Table A-2 Docunentation of State ARARs

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renai ning on-site above heal t h-based
levels, a revieww |l be conducted within five years after commencenent of renedial action to

ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health and the
envi ronnent .



APPENDI X B

OLD M NOT LANDFILL, M NOT, NORTH DAKOTA
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

1. OVERVIEW

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) established a public comment period from January
4, 1993 through March 4, 1993 for interested parties to comment on the Renedi a
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) reports and the Proposed Plan for the Ad Mnot Landfil
Superfund site in Mnot, North Dakota. EPA also held a public neeting at 7:00 p.m on January
19, 1993 at the Mnot Cty Hall to outline the proposed remedy for controlling and preventing
landfill gas emi ssions and contam nant mgration fromthe site

The Responsi veness Summary, required by Superfund |aw, provides a summary of comments received
fromthe community during the public comment period, as well as EPA's responses to public
concerns. Al comrents received during the public comment period were considered in EPA's fina
selection of a renedial alternative for the dd Mnot Landfill.

Thi s Responsi veness Summary is organi zed into the follow ng sections:

. Backgr ound on Community | nvol venent

. Summary of Comments Received During the Public Conmment Period and EPA Responses
2. BACKGROUND ON COVWUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT

The site was brought to the attention of the North Dakota State Departnent of Health (NDSDH) by
a citizen's conplaint in 1985. A public neeting was held, concerning the landfill, by the Gty
of Mnot in January of 1990. An EPA community invol venent coordinator conducted interviews of

M not citizens during the week of Septenber 25, 1990. Twelve citizens were interviewed as well
as the Gty Manager and Assistant Public Works Director. Sonme of the citizens interviewed were
busi ness people, Gty Council nenbers, the mayor, and interested residents. The interviews took
pl ace at the business |ocations of the persons interviewed and at the Mnot City Hall. The
following coomments were conpiled fromthe EPA interviews. Attitudes Toward EPA

The majority of interviewees expressed frustration with EPA and the Superfund program Their
concerns were prinmarily econom c. They al so expressed resentnent toward the intrusion of
outsiders into their local affairs and generally did not understand how or why their mnunicipa
landfill becane involved in the Superfund program There was a perception that the A d M not
Landfill was selected as a Superfund site sinply because the EPA is obligated to spend Superfund
noney in every state.

Residents felt that the EPA had lost credibility under certain circunstances and appeared to be
indecisive. They also felt that there needed to be a separate policy for municipal landfills as
they relate to the Superfund process. It appeared to themthat municipalities, which run their
own landfills, are at a disadvantage over those who contract out the waste collection and are
penal i zed for having provided good service.

Interviewees were aware that the site had been listed on the National Priorities List (NPL).
One said he thought the situation had been well publicized. Another conplained that his only
source of informati on was the newspaper

Econom ¢ | ssues

The majority of interviewees felt that the Superfund process was inefficient and required
unnecessary studies. One individual stated that too nuch noney was bei ng spent on the studies
rather than the cleanup. A City of Mnot official stated that Mnot could clean up the site
much nore inexpensively if the Superfund process would not "interfere."

Several interviewees felt too nmuch time and noney were spent to do the potentially responsible
party (PRP) search. They thought it was pointless; one said that it would be inpossible to
prove who put what wastes in the landfill, and another nentioned that househol d waste can al so



cont ai n hazardous subst ances.

Sore felt that the cleanup was a comunity probl emand shoul d be funded by sone kind of taxing
mechani sm They thought that it was unfair to charge busi nesses. The intervi ewees generally
felt that the Superfund cost recovery systemwas not equitable. They argued that the businesses
and the Gty of Mnot operated the landfill in a way that was |lawful in the past, and did not
consider it fair to hold themresponsible now Businesses in the area were already hurting and
the interviewees stated that the community feared | osi ng busi nesses nore than paying taxes.

On the other hand, people noted that the area was | osing popul ation and that the econony was
depressed, suggesting that there were fewer individuals paying nore taxes. One interviewee
stated that EPA should at |east pay for its own oversight. Another resident was concerned that
t he bank woul d have a hard tinme selling |and adjacent to the site, and the site itself, now that
it was on the NPL.

Envi ronnental | npacts

The interviewees were generally uncertain of the actual environmental problens caused by the
landfill. They wondered how the site had ranked on the NPL and how their landfill was different
fromany other small city's nmunicipal landfill. A few were concerned that wells may be

contami nated and that there was a danger of a nmethane fire. One person noted that it had been
an error to locate the landfill in a drainage above the river. Qhers asked why a cl eanup was
necessary, saying that there were no famlies dependent on private wells for drinking water, al
waters in the area "test okay," and the river, downstreamof the landfill, was clean. One
interviewee said the city water treatnent plant was adequate.

There is a feeling of responsibility to protect the water and a willingness to do so if it is
really necessary. One interviewee renmarked that in general the people of the area "l ook after"
the land, because as an agricultural comunity they are dependent on it. One person expressed
approval of soneone (EPA) |ooking after the area's concerns. Several officials stated that the
city is conmtted to protecting the water

Enf or cenent Actions

Two people felt that there had not been enough support fromthe state health departnent with
regard to setting guidelines for managi ng nunicipal landfills nmany years ago. They also felt
the need for a county health department which could check areas such as landfills before they
becone a probl em

Sunmmary

The comunity is concerned with the cleanup primarily froman econom c standpoint. The citizens
and officials generally want to clean up the site if a problemexists. The conmunity is also
concerned about the efficiency of the EPA and the fairness of the Superfund cost recovery
process.

EPA Response: Due to general concern that the EPA is spending the comunity's nobney on
unnecessary activities, the Community Rel ati ons Program devel oped for the site was the m ni num
perm ssi bl e under | aw and EPA policy. Wiile minimzing costs, the Community Relations Programis
improving the comunity's understanding of the data and the potential hazards concerning

the site, as well as the Superfund process.

Since nunicipal landfills often have simlar characteristics and, consequently, |end thensel ves
to simlar renediati on technol ogi es, EPA has devel oped new gui del i nes desi gned for streaniining
the RI/FS and renedy sel ecti on process at Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation
and Liability Act (CERCLA) Miunicipal Landfill sites. This streanmined approach was adopted in
conducting the RI/FS at the Ad Mnot Landfill. Use of the new guidelines hel ped to expedite
the RI/FS and focus the remedy sel ection on proven and wi dely used technol ogi es, which
ultinmately resulted in a nore efficient use of tinme and resources. By streanmlining the RI/FS
process EPA: (1) inproves the efficiency and effectiveness of decision naking at these sites;
(2) provides consistency anong the Regions in their approach to conducting an RI/FS and
selecting a renedy; and (3) facilitates nore effective renedial designs.



The community has been kept inforned of ongoing activities conducted at the A d Mnot Landfil
site through nailings, newspaper announcenents, and a public neeting. |In addition, EPA has
establ i shed an information repository at the Mnot Public Library where naterials relevant to
the community's concerns and interests may be reviewed. Docunents stored at the repository

i ncl ude:

. The RI/FS reports and rel ated docunents.

. The Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent (BRA)

. A Fact Sheet, summarizing the results of the risk assessnent.

. The Proposed Pl an.

. Transcript of public neeting on the Proposed Plan (January 19, 1993).

3. SUWARY CF PUBLI C COMVENTS RECEI VED DURI NG PUBLI C COMVENT PERI D AND EPA RESPONSES TO
COMVENTS

Comment s and questions raised during the Ad Mnot Landfill public coment period on the RI/FS
reports and proposed plan are sumari zed bel ow. The comment period was held from January 4, 1993

to March 4, 1993. The comments are categorized by rel evant topics.

Techni cal Design of the Site Renedy

. The North Dakota State Departrment of Health (NDSDH) indicated that it woul d support
wai vi ng the 1x10[-7] cnisec perneability requirenent since locally available clay soils
could only be conpacted to a perneability slightly greater than the state standard. The
State woul d provide such a wai ver under the provisions of Section 33-20-01.1-10
(vari ance).

Response: EPA has proposed to grant a waiver fromthis requi rement and supports the State's
action.

. One participant at the public neeting (January 19, 1993) asked if Alternatives 2 and 3 in
the Feasibility Study (FS) were nutually exclusive or if a passive gas collection system
coul d be designed with the ability to upgrade to an active system if necessary.

Response: Due to nmjor design differences, it would be difficult to construct a gas extraction
systemthat could be operated as either a passive or active system A passive systemis based
on providing a pathway for landfill gas to flow fromthe refuse to the atnosphere. The design
essentially consists of slotted pipes buried in horizontal trenches that allow gas to seep in
and flowto vents at the surface. Wth an active collection system a vacuumis applied which
i nduces gas to enter the systemthrough openings in a series of vertical wells and discharge
through a bl ower stacks(s). Consequently, applying suction on a passive systemwoul d be
ineffective since air fromthe surface would al so be drawn into the system

. A participant at the public neeting asked if discharging | eachate to the city waste water
treatnent plant coul d have any adverse effect on the plant and if there was any
substantial data to support the eval uation

Response: The ability of the Mnot waste water treatnment facility to transport and treat

|l eachate fromthe landfill was thoroughly evaluated during the RI/FS. The analysis indicated
that the operation of the facility would not be adversely affected by the | eachate and that
establ i shed di scharge standards could be attained. This evaluation is presented in the
"Leachat e Treatnent Eval uation Techni cal Menorandum? (SEC Donohue; July 13, 1992) and is
included in the FS as Appendi x D.

. A realtor provided an article (Newsweek; Novenber 23, 1992) at the public neeting that
descri bed the use of plants in cleaning up hazardous waste sites and wanted to know i f
this technol ogy could be applied at the Od Mnot Landfill site



Response: According to the article, the application of plants in cleaning up certain types of

hazardous chemcals is encouraging, but the research is still in the experinental stages and is
largely confined to a few types of soil contam nants. Furthernore, the use of plants to collect
contam nants woul d be ineffective in preventing the accunulation of landfill gases and

contam nated ground water beneath the landfill cap. Soil contamination at the Ad M not
Landfill is not a major concern since contam nated materials will be consolidated beneath the
landfill cap. As aresult, the potential for benefitting fromthe use of certain plants in

renediating the site is sonewhat |imted.

Scope of the Site Renedy

. During the public neeting, a proposed alternative, devel oped and adopted by the Gty of
M not, was presented by the Mnot Gty Manager. Substantial nodifications to the Gty's
original proposal were addressed in letters received fromthe Gty of Mnot on January 25,
1993; February 16, 1993; and March 3, 1993. Several letters of support for the Gty's
plan were al so recei ved from area busi nesses and organi zati ons, the NDSDH, Senators Dorgan
and Conrad, and Representative Poneroy.

The Gty maintained that the Baseline R sk Assessnent (BRA)confirnmed that the dd Mnot Landfill
is anormal snall town landfill and, therefore, it should be treated as such. The Gty's
revised final proposal (dated March 3, 1993) contained the follow ng el enents.

(a) Submt all project plans and specifications to the NDSDH for revi ew and approval .

(b) Place and conpact additional clay in areas where the cover is less than three feet. Cap
repair would be perfornmed by City crews using Gty equipnent and Gty-owned clay material.

(c) Renove the Deucalion gas-extraction wells and contam nated soils adjacent to the well
| ocations; bury the collected soils under the cap.

(d) Construct drainage systens to control surface water runoff.

(e) Renove any buried debris or garbage, |ocated north of the earthen damat the north end of
the site, and place the debris/garbage under the repaired cap.

(f) Wilize the three existing |l eachate sanpling wells as the | eachate collection system The
three wells woul d be connected to a punping systemand to the sanitary sewer system using

six-inch PVC sewer pipe. |If this systemis not successful in reducing | eachate levels in
the landfill, additional wells would be installed.
(g) Install a passive gas venting systemat each of the existing | eachate sanpling wells. |If

the passive gas systemproves to be ineffective, new | eachate collection wells would be
designed to allow for installation of an active gas collection systemto solve the nethane
gas probl em

(h) Relocate fencing as necessary and naintain the fence. The Mnot Gty Council would enact
controls to prohibit: construction on the landfill; human activities at the site; and the
use of ground water beneath or in the vicinity of the landfill.

(i) Inplenment a nonitoring programthat would include: using existing nonitoring wells;
nonitoring surface erosion; nonitoring ground water to detect future rel eases of |eachate;
and to nonitor potential inpacts to the Cty's waste water treatnent facilities.

(j) The North Dakota State Departnent of Health (NDSDH) woul d provide oversight for planning
efforts, construction, and nonitoring.

Response: Wth respect to the findings of the BRA it should be noted that both current and
future risk scenarios for the site were anal yzed. Under the existing circunstances, the site
does not pose any current risks to human health or the environnent. However, the risk
assessnent anal ysis also determned that there is the potential for significant future cancer
risks to the public, if renedial actions are not inplenented.



Itens (a) and (j) address the issue of oversight roles and responsibilities, but do not
specifically address the preferred alternative. The NDSDH s role in Renedial Design (RD) and
Remedi al Action (RA) oversight will be established through a site-specific enforcenment agreenent
to be entered into by the NDSDH and EPA, prior to RD or RA

In principle, Itens (b), (c), (d), (e), (h), and (i) are consistent with the preferred
alternative. The cap nmust conply with all federal and state regul ations, or a waiver nust be
obtained by the Gty. A so, the Gty's crews nust be qualified to performthe Superfund work;
the equi prent and nmaterial nust also neet all pertinent criteria. Al of the proposed
activities will be planned in nore detail during the RD phase

Wiile Item(f) is, in principle, consistent with the preferred alternative, specific decisions

concerning the nunber of wells and types of construction material wll be devel oped during the

remedi al design process. A phased approach to well installation nay be appropriate and will be
eval uated as part of the design efforts.

I mpl erentation of Item(g) cannot be acconplished, froman engi neering point of view
Construction of a passive gas collection systemrequires that the collection piping be placed
hori zontally and within the landfill nass. The passive gas collection system as discussed in
Alternative 2 of the Proposed Pl an, cannot be easily converted to an active gas collection
system due to econom ¢ and technol ogi cal considerations. Finally, it nust be noted that the
nmet hane gas is contamnated with volatile and sem -volatile organi ¢ conpounds

. Two parties comented that EPA shoul d have considered a broader range of alternatives than
the three developed in the FS. Specifically, the comments recommended that an alternative
consisting only of appropriate institutional controls together with conprehensive
environnental nonitoring be inplenented at the site. The parties felt that such an
alternative renedy would be as protective in the short term would allow for the detection
of any off-site contam nant migration, and would be far less costly than the alternative
selected in the Proposed Pl an

Response: The R indicated that ground water within and i medi ately adjacent to the landfill,
as well as gases emanating fromthe landfill, are contamnated. In order to ensure that
contami nation is contained at the site and isolated frompotential receptors, renedia
activities are necessary. According to the National O and Hazardous Substances Poll ution
Contingency Plan (NCP) [40 CFR 300.430(a)(1)(iii)(D], the use of institutional controls shal
not substitute for active neasures as the sole renedy, unless such active neasures are
determined not to be practicable. As a result of the FS, the proposed cl eanup neasures were
found to be practicable

Wth regard to the ground-water nonitoring suggestion, both Alternative 2 and Alternative 3
include plans for a ground-water nonitoring program

Site Delisting

. A participant at the public neeting asked if there were any sites in the nation that have
been deleted fromthe NPL, and if cleanup of those sites was required prior to delisting

Several comments were al so received that advocated delisting of the Qd Mnot Landfill fromthe
NPL. Justification for this request was based on the assertion that data fromthe RI/FS do not
support the assunptions that initially placed the site on the NPL, and the fact that the
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent (BRA) indicated that there was presently no risk at the site because no
conpl ete exposure pathways were identified for current site conditions

Response: According to 40 CFR 300.425(e), a site may be deleted fromthe NPL if no further
action is appropriate. To delete a site fromthe NPL, one of the following criteria nust be
met :

(a) Responsible parties have inplenented all appropriate response actions required; or

(b) The R has shown that the site poses no threat to public health or the environnent and that
i npl ementing renedi al neasures i s unnecessary.



The dd Mnot Landfill does not qualify under either of these requirenents, for the foll ow ng
reasons. First, the Od Mnot Landfill R definitively denonstrated that ground water within
and i medi ately adjacent to the landfill, as well as landfill gases emanating fromthe |andfil
are currently contam nated. Secondly, the BRA determined that the site does pose a threat to
public health or the environment and that significant future risks to humans nmay occur if
renmedi al measures are not inplenented

RD RA Oversi ght

. Several parties considered EPA oversight costs to date, as well as anticipated future
oversi ght costs, to be excessive. EPA was urged to put the North Dakota State Depart nent
of Health (NDSDH) in charge of oversight during the Renedial Design/Renedial Action
(RD'RA) phase in order to reduce oversight costs. NDSDH conmented at the public neeting
and in witing that it would be willing to accept this role at the site

Response: This issue is not part of the remedy selection process and will be investigated after
the Record of Decision (ROD) is issued. EPA is actively working to increase NDSDH s role in
overseeing and inplenenting the cleanup activities. NDSDH s responsibilities for oversight of
the cl eanup may be established through a site-specific enforcenent agreement, which would be
signed by both EPA and the State of North Dakota

Enf or cenent

. One party expressed the concern that EPA's short list of potentially responsible parties
(PRPs) represents a nere fraction of area businesses which contributed waste to the
landfill. The comrent stated that "financial viability" appeared to be the nost

significant factor in identifying PRPs to date, and urged EPA to expand the PRP group in
order to achieve a swift and fair resolution. One citizen at the public neeting al so
wanted to know how many PRPs have been identified for the site at this tine.

Response: EPA is continuing to research potential owners, operators, and contributors to the
landfill and will evaluate PRPs in a thorough and fair manner. The identification of PRPs is
not directly relevant to the Proposed Plan, and is within the purview of EPA

For the RI/FS, EPA sent special notice letters to nine PRPs and expects that approxinmately the
sane nunber of special notices will be sent out for the RD RA phase follow ng i ssuance of the
RCD.

Site Risks
. One party commented that the findings in the Baseline R sk Assessnment (BRA), which
indicated that the landfill may potentially pose a future threat, were not well docunented

or supportable. The party believed that the site posed neither a current nor future
threat to human health or the environnment and requested that EPA revise the BRA so as to
consider "nore realistic" exposure scenarios. Supporting docunentation used in EPA's
determ nation of potential future risk was al so requested

Response: In accordance with 40 CFR 300.430(d)(4), EPA nust use data fromthe R to conduct a
basel i ne ri sk assessnent to characterize the current and potential threats to human health and
the environnent. The purpose of the BRAis to evaluate risks that mght exist if no renediation
or institutional controls were applied at the site. The BRAis a tool that is used to assess
the need for renmedial action. Since no conplete exposure pathways were identified for current
site-use conditions, no risk presently exists. However, there is a potential for |and use to
change and/or contaminants to mgrate off-site in the future, resulting in the conpletion of
currently inconplete pathways. As a result, currently available site data were used to estinate
ri sks associated with hypothetical future exposures. Both average-case and worst case exposures
(i.e., nost likely exposure (M.E) and reasonabl e maxi num exposure (RVE) scenarios, respectively)
wer e eval uat ed.

The exposure scenari os devel oped for the site were based on the conceptual nobdel and incorporate
the use of standardi zed EPA net hods and assunptions in assessing potential site-related risks
The future potentially exposed receptors who were evaluated in the BRA consist of: (1) adult
resi dents and occupati onal workers who live or work at or in the immediate vicinity of the site



and (2) active children between the ages of 3 and 12 years who live or play in the i nmedi ate
vicinity of the site, including those who may depend on water fromlocal shallow aquifers as
their sole source of potable water

Speci fic exposure routes that were evaluated include: the inhalation of landfill gases and
vol atile contam nants released fromsoil or surface waters; and ingestion or dermal contact with
ground water, soil, sedinent, or surface waters. Standard EPA default exposure val ues were used

in quantifying potential exposures at the site. Exposure paraneters corresponding to the

nati onal 90th percentile upper-bound confidence Iimt were used for the RVE scenarios, and the
50th percentil e average val ue was adopted for the M.E scenari os. Methods and val ues used were
obtai ned fromthe foll owi ng EPA gui dance docunents: (1) R sk Assessnent Quidance for Superfund
(RAGS), Volune I, Part A. Hunman Health Eval uation Manual (1989); (2) Human Heal th Eval uation
Manual , Suppl erental Quidance: Standard Default Exposure Factors (1991); and (3) EPA' s Exposure
Fact ors Handbook (1989).

Assunptions used in estimating risk are provided and di scussed in the Exposure Assessnent
portion (Section 3) of the BRA. A conservative approach was used in the risk assessnent to
account for uncertainties and ensure adequate protection of hunman health and the environnent.
Toxi col ogical information used in estimating risks was primarily obtained fromthe Integrated
Ri sk Information System (IRI'S; Cctober 1991), the Health Effects Assessnent Summary Tabl es
(HEAST; 1989), and the Hazardous Substances Dat abank (HSDB; Cctober 1991). Supporting
docunent ati on used in developing the BRA is referenced, as appropriate, in the report.

. At the public neeting, a nenber of the community asked if any citizens had conpl ai ned of
potential health risks at the site since the Gty of Mnot had perforned the fencing and
cap repair work in 1989

Response: M. Alan Walter, Director of Public Wrks for the Gty of Mnot, responded at the
public neeting that the Gty had not received any citizen conplaints about the site since the

ener gency renoval work was perforned.

Public Participation Process

. EPA received several witten requests for a 30-day extension to the public comrent period

Response: The end of the public coment period was extended from February 2, 1993 to March 4,
1993.

M scel | aneous Questions and Comments Received at the Public Meting

. One participant at the public neeting asked if the site were to be re-scored (i.e., Hazard
Ranki ng Score (HRS)) today, using the information currently known about the site, would
the score still be high enough to make the NPL? Another person asked if the site could be

re-scored under the new Superfund Accel erated d eanup Mbdel (SACM to see if it should
remai n on the NPL.

Response: EPA cannot specul ate on whether or not the site would still score high enough to be
placed on the NPL if it were re-evaluated today. The SACM program does not score sites for
inclusion on the NPL. SACM was established to coordinate avail abl e resources within EPA at new
sites in an effort to streanline and accel erate the Superfund process

. At the public neeting, one Gty official stated that he believed the criteria used in the
Superfund process to evaluate renedial alternatives were biased and forced the Gty to
perform an excessive cl eanup under the circunstances.

Response: EPA believes that the nine evaluation criteria used to select a renedy are not
inherently biased and are valuable in conprehensively and fairly assessing the renedi al options.
The nine evaluation criteria have been devel oped to address CERCLA requirenents and ot her
statutory considerations as well as technical and policy issues. These evaluation criteria
serve as the basis for conducting the detailed anal yses during the FS and for subsequently

sel ecting an appropriate renedial action. This detailed analysis is needed to eval uate the nost
prom sing alternatives selected during the screening process and provi des the decision naker
with a standardi zed nethod for conparing alternatives and devel oping the rationale for choosing



a preferred renedy.

. One participant at the public neeting wanted to know if there was any evidence that Site B
at the dd Mnot Landfill was contamnated. The Mnot Gty Attorney wanted the record to
show that the Gty of Mnot disclains any responsibility for Site B.

Response: Based on avail able analytical data there is no substantial evidence |inking

envi ronnental contam nation of surface water, ground water, or sedinment with Site B. Detections
of organi c conpounds in surface water and ground-water sanples appear to be related to

| aboratory induced contam nation, and no inorgani ¢ conpounds are significantly el evated above
background | evels. Low |evels of several polycyclic aromati c hydrocarbons (PAHs) were detected
in a sedinment sanple collected in the northeast portion of Site B, but all concentrations were
estimated and were bel ow | aboratory detection limts. It should also be noted that PAHs are
commonly found in the environnent and nay have resulted fromthe dunping of charred | unber or
the burning of wood in nearby fireplaces. During the drilling and conpl eti on of one borehol e
within Site B, strong petrol eumodors were reported. Wile no donestic or industrial wastes
were observed during the drilling project, construction debris was routinely encountered. No
bori ngs were conpl eted bel ow a depth of 17 feet.

EPA will continue to evaluate additional infornmation, as it becones available, and may initiate
further investigations if warranted.

Toxic metals such as chromiumand | ead were detected in all of the sanples anal yzed, but the

hi ghest concentrations were observed in the soil core sanple used for background val ues (8,700
and 17,000 ug/ kg, respectively). OQher netals detected include: barium copper, nickel
vanadi um and zinc. In general, inorganic contam nant concentrations in on-site and downstream
sedi nent sanples were generally bel ow or essentially the sane as background concentrati ons
established fromsoil core data



